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Amendment dated October 1 6, 2006 
Reply to Office Action of April 14, 2006 

REMARKS 

I. Preliminary Comments 

Applicants have amended the claims to incorporate the limitation of claim 2 into 
independent claim 1 . 

II. Outstanding Reiections 

Claims 1-2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as anticipated by Sachs, US 
3,570,496. 

Claims 1-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as anticipated by Sucher, US 
5,468,220. 

Claims 1, 3, 7 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as anticipated by Blair , US 
5,295,996. 

Claims 1, 2, 8, 15 and 16 are rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-6 of co-owned US 6,635,023. 

Claims 1-17 are rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type double 
patenting as being xmpatentable over claims 1-17 of co-owned US 6,074,356. 

III. Patentability Arguments 

A The Rejection of Claims 1-8 Under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(b) Over 
Blain Sachs or Sucher Should be Withdrawn 

The present invention is directed to improved methods and devices for the treatment 
of varicose veins wherein the function of the one-way valves in the varicose vein is replaced 
or supplemented by means of the devices of the invention which apply external pressure to 
the varicose vein in a manner which allows for flow in the normal direction toward the heart 
as a result of peripheral venous pumping but substantially reduces backflow away from the 
heart due to gravity. Use of the devices of the invention provides a means for treatment of 
varicose veins which avoids the practice of surgical treatments such as vein stripping and 
sclerotherapy. Use of the devices of the invention is also distinguishable from and superior to 
practice of compressive therapies such as the use of tourniquets or compressive wrappings 
and stockings which function to occlude a varicose vein preventing both backflow (retrograde 
flow) and desirable forward flow resulting from peripheral venous pumping. 
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None of the art cited in the outstanding Action discloses or renders obvious the 
mechanism of operation of the claimed devices. The devices disclosed in the cited prior art 
are either tourniquets which "stop the flow of blood to an injured area" and thus apply too 
much force to veins, or acupressure devices which are not designed to apply force to veins at 
all. 

The rejections over Blair and Sachs should be withdrawn because both devices are 
tourniquet devices which are designed to "stop the flow of blood to an injured area" (Sachs, 
Abstract line 6) or "appl[ies] pressure to a cardiovascular pressure point to minimize 
hemorrhaging subsequent to an injury." (Blair, col. 1, lines 26-27) Moreover, neither the 
base of Blair nor the base of Sachs traverses the skin as required by Applicants* claims. 
Finally, even if the Blair or Sachs devices could be manipulated to traverse the skin 
superficial to the vein (such as by adjusting tautness) the devices would no longer have the 
capability of providing force sufficient to substantially reduce gravitationally induced 
backflow of blood through the varicose vein and away fi-om the heart, and permit blood flow 
through the varicose vein and toward the heart through peripheral venous pumping. 

Sucher discloses a carpel tunnel bracelet for applying a force of approximately 2.0+/- 
0.5 pounds on the wrist (col. 4, lines 36-37) but it neither functions to induce one-way blood 
flow nor teaches such a function. This is because the Sucher device is specifically designed 
to direct pressure on the wrist so as to force the capitate bone 71 and trapezoid bone 72 
downward while spreading apart the hamate bone 62 and trapezium 61. (See Sucher at col. 4, 
line 59 through col. 5, line 3). The device neither functions nor is designed to apply pressure 
to a vein so as to induce one-way blood flow. 

For these reasons, the anticipation rejections under Blair. Sachs or Sucher should be 
withdrawn. 

B. The Rejection on the Grounds of Nonstatutory Obviousness-Type 
Double Patenting Should be Withdrawn, 

The Obviousness-Type Double Patenting rejections over 6,635,523 and US 6,074,356 
should be withdrawn in light of the Terminal Disclaimer submitted herewith. 
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CONCLUSION 

For all of the foregoing reasons, the rejections should now be withdrawn and a notice 
of allowance of all pending claims is respectfully solicited. Should the Examiner wish to 
discuss any issues of form or substance in order to expedite allowance of the pending 
application, she is invited to contact the undersigned attorney at the number indicated below. 



Dated: October 16, 2006 Respectfully submitted, 

B v /^Xy 

Jeffrey S. Sharp 

Registration No.: 3 1 ,879 
MARSHALL, GERSTEIN & BORUN LLP 
233 S. Wacker Drive, Suite 6300 
Sears Tower 

Chicago, IlHnois 60606-6357 
(312) 474-6300 
Attorney for Applicant 
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